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On August 19,2003, in RM 10603, various telephone industry groups filed a 

petition for expedited interim waiver of section 69.104 of the Comrnission’s rules “to 

permit the application of no more than five [End User Common Line (EUCL or SLC)] 

charges to T- 1 interfaces for which the customer supplies the terminating channelization 

equipment.”’ On September 25,2003, several parties’ filed comments regarding the 

petition. Sprint Corporation, on behalf of its incumbent local exchange ( 7LEC1’), 

’ National Exchange Carrier Association, Inc. Petition to Amend Section 69.104 of the 
Commission’s Rules, RM 10603, Joint Petition for Expedited Waiver (filed August 19, 
2003) (Waiver Petition) (the Joint Petitioners are Eastern Rural Telecom Association, 
Independent Telephone and Telecommunications Alliance, John Stuarulakis, Inc., 
Matanuska Telephone Associations, Inc., National Exchange Carrier Association, Inc. 
(NECA), National Telecommunications Cooperative Association, Organization for the 
Promotion and Advancement of Small Telecommunications Companies, TDS Telecom, 
United States Telecom Association, and Western Alliance). 

’ AT&T, TDS, Great Plains Communications, Inc., GVNW, Inc., Matanuska Telephone 
Association, Inc., and (jointly) Arlington Telephone Company, The Blair Telephone 
Company, Eastern Nebraska Telephone Company, Rock County Telephone Company, 
Hershey Cooperative Telephone Company, City of Faith Municipal Telephone Company, 
Kennebec Telephone Company, Roberts County Telephone Cooperative Association, RC 
Communications and Northwest Telephone Cooperative Association filed comments on 
September 25,2003. 
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competitive LEC (“CLEC”)/long distance, and wireless divisions, opposes the petition 

and is supportive of comments made by AT&T. 

This petition is nothing more than an ill-disguised attempt to gain additional 

receipts from the Universal Service Fund (USF), specifically, the Interstate Common 

Line Support (ICLS) Fund, for the petitioners. Sprint concurs with AT&T’ s comments 

that the petitioners can voluntarily reduce EUCL charges for channelized T- 1 service 

(AT&T at 4) to alleviate their “~vercharging”~ concerns. If petitioners’ sole objective 

was to mitigate their current “overcharging” practices through voluntary EUCL 

reductions, no waiver petition would be required. The petitioners could manage this 

process through internal pricing changes and would not need to utilize the resources of 

the Commission. Instead, the real effect of the waiver they seek would be to recover this 

revenue loss from the telecommunication-consuming public in the form of increased 

disbursements from the ICLS component of the Universal Service Fund. 

Sprint notes that petitioners do not allege an earnings shortfall or claim they 

would experience an earnings shortfall by reducing channelized T- 1 EUCLs. Petitioners 

are rate-of-return regulated companies. This regulatory framework was established to 

accommodate the type and magnitude of revenue reductions that would result from 

reducing channelized T-1 EUCLs from 24 to 5. To the extent these companies are 

earning in excess of the federal benchmark rate of 11.25%, the revenue reduction will 

ameliorate overearnings. In fact, petitioners state that the revenue impact would be 

The NECA petition at 3,6-7, and Matanuska Telephone Association, Inc. comments at 
6 both claim that customers are being overcharged at current rates. 
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minimal (NECA petition at 8). Therefore, corresponding earnings reductions should also 

be minimal. In any event, it is certainly not in the public interest to allow the petitioners 

to replace foregone EUCL revenues at the expense of consumers nationwide when the 

petitioners' rate-of-return regulation provides them the ability to increase rates charged to 

their own customers, if necessary, to avoid an earnings shortfall. 

It is worth noting that the petitioners have been among the most vocal regarding 

the need to contain the size of the USF in the Commission's Universal Service Docket 

(CC Docket No. 96-45).4 For the petitioners to seek to shift EUCL revenue recovery to 

the USF within the context of the current USF proceedings begs the question of whether 

the petitioners truly seek to control the growth of the USF or whether they seek only to 

keep competitors from receiving USF monies while they attempt to increase their own 

receipts from the USF. 

The record in CC Docket No. 96-45 is replete with a multitude of filings submitted by 
petitioners urging the Commission to limit the size of the USF. A few examples include 
OPASTCO comments in DA 03-262 1, September 4,2003; OPASTCO Portability 
Comments filed May 5,2003; OPASTCO white paper, Universal Service in Rural 
America: A Congressional Mandate at Risk, January 2003; ITTA ex parte filed 
September 11,2003; and NTCA ex parte filed September 16,2003. 
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The waiver petition should be denied. 

Respectfully submitted, 

SPRINT CORPORATION 

Richard Juhnke W 
401 Ninth Street, N W  
Suite 400 
Washington, DC 20004 
202-585- 192 1 

October 10,2003 
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